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Minutes of the Meeting of the Beeston with Bittering Parish Council held on Tuesday 27th 
January 2015  in Beeston Village Hall at 7.30 p.m. 
 
Present Councillor J Farrall (Chair) 
 Councillor T Townshend 
 Councillor B List 
 Councillor J Perry 
 Councillor R Sharpin 
 
 County and District Councillor M Kiddle Morris 
 
 One member of the public. 
 
1. Apologies for Absence.  

There were no apologies for absence.  
 

2. Declaration of Pecuniary Interest 
 There were no DPIs. 
 
3. Minutes of the Previous Meeting 
 Councillor List proposed and Councillor Perry seconded the resolution that  
 the minutes of the meeting held on 25 November 2014 having been circulated be  
 approved. All were in favour and the minutes were duly signed by the Chairman.  
 
4. Vacancies on the Parish Council. 
 There was nothing to report. 
 
5. Matters to report 
 5.1 CPRE Light Pollution Survey. 
 The survey which is ten years on from the last comprehensive survey of town and  
 parish councils was discussed and completed. The Parish Council decided that it would  
 not consider installing street lights at this time but was concerned with some obtrusive  
 lights within the village. 
 5.2 Millennium Lakes. 
 Councillor Sharpin had visited the site and had applied another treatment of weed killer  
 on one of the lakes. The grazing area is very wet and would not be suitable for grazing  
 during the winter months. Anton Crisp is to be requested to cut the hedge. Councillor  
 Perry will investigate if there are any fish in the lakes. 
 5.3 Post Box at the former Post Office. 
 The Clerk reported that he had received a further communication from the Postal  
 Review Panel which had been circulated. The Plant Collection Manager is reassessing  
 the decision made previously not to position another box near to the old Post Office. He  
 is to be informed that there is now considerable damage to the verges near to the post  
 box on The Street. There is considerably more vehicular traffic to the box and when  
 vehicles are parked to post letters there is insufficient room for large farm vehicles to  
 pass without mounting the verges. The Postal Review Panel had confirmed that Ofcom  
 had agreed that displaying the notice was sufficient consultation. 
 5.4 Village Hall. 
 The Clerk reported that he had received a report from the Village Hall Committee. This  
 stated that everything is ticking along at present. There are 6-7 Committee members,  
 have saved on a number of costs and have held a few fund raising events leading up to  
 Christmas. It is hoped that therefore that the Village Hall will remain in the black for this  
 year. 
 5.5 Funding of PCSOs. 
 Norfolk Police are trying to part fund PCSOs with Parish Councils and the information is  
 to be circulated and will be discussed at the next meeting. 
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 5.6 Capita Town and Parish Planning Forum. 
 Councillor Townshend may attend. 
 
County and District Councillor M Kiddle Morris joined the meeting. 
 
6. County and District Councillor Reports. 
 The District Councillor reported that he would not be standing in the District Council  
 elections in May. The Local Plan consultation has finished and the main problem for the  
 future is whether there is a five year housing land supply. It is not known yet what the  
 outcome is from the call for sites and there will be a further consultation on this in mid  
 2015 there has been a change to the S106 regulations from Central Government.  It will  
 not be possible to attract an Affordable Housing contribution or S106 for 10 houses or  
 less. 
 The County Councillor reported that the Government has funded a further £149 million  
 over the next years for roads maintenance.  
 
7. Planning. 
 7.1 Applications. 
  7.1.1 3PL/2014/1163F-Longham The Old Airfield Wendling Farm-installation  
  of wind turbine(77m)-new access track, hard standing area, small substation,  
  mast & assoc. infra. 
  The Clerk reported that he had requested an extension until after the meeting but  
  this  was refused as the date for deciding the application was 13 January. The  
  Clerk also informed the members that this had not been decided as of the  
  afternoon of this meeting. It was agreed therefore to send a response raising no  
  objection to the application but commenting that it is hoped that this does not set a  
  precedent for a proliferation of turbines of this size. It is also to be commented that  
  it would have been helpful if an indication of the height of the turbine could have  
  been shown on the ground by for  example a balloon. 
  7.1.2 3PL/2014/1238/F-Stepping Stones Dereham Road-proposed single and  
  two  storey extensions to rear of property. 
  This had been circulated since the last meeting and no objection was raised to the  
  application.     
  7.1.3 3PL/2014/1371/F-Valentine Barn Dereham Road-proposed first floor  
  extension to form additional sleeping accommodation. 
  No objection was raised to the application. 
 7.2 Decisions.  
  7.2.1 3PL/2014/0986/F-Land to the south of Dairy Drift-installation of 250kWp  
  ground mounted solar array and sub station.   Permission. 
  7.2.2 3PL/2014/1110/F-Street Farm The Street-change of use of land for the  
  erection of stables, store room ,turnout/holding pen 
  &20m x 40m ménage.      Permission. 
  A condition of this permission was that the stables shall be used solely to  
  accommodate the applicant’s own horses and shall not be used for any  
  commercial riding, breeding or training purposes. 
  7.2.3 3PL/2014/1238/F-Stepping Stones Dereham Road-proposed single and  
  two  storey extensions to rear of property.   Permission. 
 
 7.3 Local Plan.  

 The reposes had bee circulated and the response forwarded to Breckland Council  
 as follows. 

 1 What does the Parish Council (PC) think the term 'Sustainable Development'  
 means for Breckland? 

The PC interprets this as a commitment to economic growth and housing along the  
 main A11 and Norwich to King's Cross railway line and in Thetford, (to keep the  
 journey to work problem within reasonable dimensions) with lesser levels of growth  
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 in the market towns and the positive enhancement of the existing natural and built  
 historic environment. 
 2 What should be added? 
 The spatial vision need not be widened at this stage. 
 3.  
 These are an extension of ideas already expressed in BC's existing plans and  
 should be retained. 
 4 What period of time should the plan consider? 
 The end date should be 2036, to conform to timetables in Norfolk and Suffolk. 
 5 What is the appropriate level of housing growth for the period? 
 Issue 1 poses two options for housing where modestly high level of growth would  
 help economic and social conditions in the area, the growth in 2011-36 should be  
 set at 19,250 new dwellings, option 6. A further question in the narrative asks for  
 local sites to be identified at a later stage, 'Call for Sites', p. 149. 
 6 How much affordable housing should the plan provide? 
 The present plan sets a threshold of 40% of affordable housing in certain areas,  
 this is most worthy principle but there is very little evidence that building developers  
 support its attainment. Nevertheless, the level of 40% should be kept in its present  
 form. However, a qualifying statement says that further evidence will be used to  
 arrive at a compromise figure, to maintain viability to developers, but this does not  
 overcome the problem of a persistent shortage. 
 7 Which type of housing and mixture of tenures would you prefer? 
 It is too soon to be certain and further research work might be justified. 
 8 Should the plan support the building of specialist housing? 
 Yes, this would be a sensible policy for some larger villages, eg. Litcham and North  
 Elmham, where there are wider more essential services available. 
 9 Should there be a policy to control the size of Gypsy etc. sites available? 
 No preference, this is a relatively small-scale problem. 
 10 What sort of tenures should these provide? 
 No preference, see 9 above. 
 11 Should there be land allocated for a mixture of housing and business activities? 
 No preference, see 9 above, there could be awkward development control  
 problems. 
 12 The plan will outline a series of criteria for selecting Gypsy etc. sites. 
 The eight criteria are all reasonable, the question of an allocation locally does not  
 look likely to arise in the Parish. 
 13 What are your views on a means for determining suitable Gypsy etc. sites? 
 This is not likely to affect the PC, see 9 etc. above. 
 14 What are your views on the series of policies by which BC will judge the need for  
 New economic development? 
 The policies are sensible although the implied scale of economic development does  
 no appear to be likely to affect the PC. 
 15 Which of two levels of employment growth would you support? 
 The East of England model because it would be consistent with the PC's choice of  
 the modestly high level of housing growth in 6 above. 
 16 Do you agree with the proposed distribution of employment sites and types of  
 employment? (In which Swaffham and the rural areas are recognised as places of  
 relatively low demand for growth) 
 Yes, it represents a logical and sustainable extension of existing trends. 

17 Do you agree with the emerging vision that would direct economic growth to 
theA11 and Thetford and should BC consider any other options? 

 Yes, there is no evident need for any other options. 
 18 Do you agree with four options that would: - re-use existing rural buildings for  
 work; support diversification in rural areas; promote communications infrastructure  
 such as broadband; and include policies for tourism? 
 Yes, the promotion of the communications infrastructure should equally draw  
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 attention to the need for the road system to be brought up to a higher load-bearing  
 standard. 
 19 Which do you prefer of two options for the retention on local services, specific  
 policies or market forces? 
 Specific policies would be far better than market forces. 
 20 Do you agree with a BC analysis of retailing of 2010 in the district that identified  
 a hierarchy of towns for retail shopping? 
 Yes, this was a plausible choice at the time and not enough will have altered to  
 invalidate its findings. 
 21 Which of two options do you prefer for retail, leisure and office schemes in town  
 centres; either a local impact assessment of local conditions or the use of National  
 Planning Policy Framework criteria? 
 The local criteria would be better. 
 22 Do you agree with the four definitions of buildings and land-uses in town  
 centres? 
 Yes. 
 23 Do you prefer to see shopping identified as the main activity in town centres? 
 There is a case to be made either way. 
 24 Does BC need to evolve new sets of policies towards promoting the economic  
 life of retail centres? 
 This is an interesting question, albeit outside the strict field of PC interests and  
 powers. There is a credible field of evidence to support the idea of diversity in town  
 centres; housing for instance ensures longer periods of activity, entertainment and  
 social buildings build up an evening economy. 
 25 Do you agree with the investment priorities listed in the transport strategies in  
 the plan? 
 No, they should to refer to a need to ensure that the road system is fit for its  
 purpose. 
 26 Residential development needs to avoid harm to European (natural) sites, how  
 should BC behave over non-residential sites? 
 The BC should have the same approach to the two, the likely value of a natural  
 feature ought not to vary with a possible change of use. 
 27 Do you know of any non-statutory sites where local policies should be  
 introduced? 
 The PC does not know of any. 
 28 Do the present open space policies cover adequately the needs of your parish? 
 The policy is probably adequate but control needs to be purposefully implemented. 
 29 Do you wish BC to add any sites as a 'Local Green Designation'? 
 The PC cannot identify any at present. 
 30 i Should BC to concentrate on the Attleborough/Thetford growth option? 
 Yes. 
 ii Should BC to disperse growth more widely? 
 No. 
 iii Should BC to increase development in the market towns? (Dereham, Swaffham  
 and Watton) 
 No. 
 iv Do you prefer BC to develop a new settlement? 
 BC should look at the case for and the location of a new settlement provided this  
 did not take attention away from the A11 railway line axis. 
 31 to 63 deal with questions where the PC has no real responsibility  
 64 Do you agree with the policies for Local Service Centre? 
 No, there is a case for adding some land for employment in Litcham, to help its role  
 in the local economy. 
 65 Should the 'Settlement Boundaries' be maintained? 
 The more critical question is the extent to which BC will put its authority behind the  
 existing classification and make the boundary a firmly supported planning policy. 
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 66 Do you expect that rural settlements could contribute to growth in nearby  
 villages? 
 Yes, see 64 above. 
 67 Should BC expect the countryside to play a part in providing housing for rural  
 workers? 
 No, the current approach should continue. 
 68 Are there any other key projects that would assist in delivering growth? 
 Yes, the authorities should make a high priority of reinforcing the strength and  
 surface quality of the road network. 
 69 Should 'Threshold Values' be the main way in which the viability of a site is  
 assessed? 
 Threshold Values as explained in the document are more for developers than a  
 planning authority to evaluate. In the interests of arriving at sound terms for their  
 Agreements the authorities ought to be prepared to make their own assessment of  
 the costs involved. 
 70 Do you agree with the costs expressed in 'Implementation and Viability? 
 They appear to be reasonable. In the absence of a CIL the BC should return to  
 negotiating effective S106 Agreements with individual developers, this is more likely  
 to arrive at a realistic sharing of the burden between developers and authorities. 
 
8. Highways. 
 8.1 Report on the problems from the previous month.  

There was nothing to report from the previous month.  
 8.2 New problems. 

The surface on back street with the junction of Dereham road and the junction of 
Mileham road and Dereham Road are to be reported. 

 8.3 Local Highway Improvement. 
 Norfolk County Council had confirmed that the retaining walls need to allow a 1.2metre  
 width from the edge of the carriageway. Norfolk County Council is to be requested to  
 confirm that it will carry our these works. 
 8.4 Speeding on The Street. 
 The SAM2 sign data showed that there was no excessive speed along The Street. It is  
 hoped that the Safety Camera Team will visit site as it is still considered that the farm  
 vehicles are travelling in excess of their speed limit and are a safety hazard. It was  
 agreed to erect the SAM2 sign on The Street again in harvest time. The speed limits for  
 tractors is to be confirmed. 
    
9. Finance 
 9.1  Budget. 
 The budget as circulated was agreed.  
 9.2 Balances and Cheques for authorisation.  
 Councillor Townshend proposed and Councillor Perry seconded the resolution that  
 the balances and cheques for authorisation be approved. All were in favour.   
 Balances :- 
  Bank of Ireland Treasurers’ Account   
  Balance at 31 10 14  12056.12 
  Plus receipts-interest-..78 
    Interest- .69          1.47 
      12057.59 
   Less  cheques authorised 28 10 14-1524.91 
   cheques authorised 25 11 14-  540.32                            2065.23   
  Balance at 31 12 14    9992.36 
 
Amount available for Section 137 :418x £7.20 = £3009.60 
Spend to Date :£40.00 
Cheques for authorisation: 
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318 B J Leigh Salary-Jan-167.91  
Less PAYE  33.60 

134.31 

319 HMRC PAYE Jan 33.60  

320 CGM Grass cutting November and 
December 

156.82 

321 Beetley Parish Council 16.66% of Society of Local 
Council Clerks Membership 

27.83 

322 Beeston Village Hall Hall Hire October and 
November 

32.00 

 9.3 Precept. 
 Councillor Townshend proposed and Councillor Sharpin seconded the resolution that  
 the precept be set at £7250 the same as the previous financial year. All were in favour. 
 9.4 Clerk’s salary. 
 The national Salary Awards for Local Council Clerks had been agreed and had been  
 circulated. Councillor Perry proposed and Councillor List seconded the resolution that  
 the Clerk’s hourly rate for SCP 20 be increased to £9.900 per hour for four hours per  
 week with effect from 1 April 2015. 
 9.5 Donation to Bittering Church. 
 Councillor Sharpin proposed and Councillor Perry seconded the resolution that £150 be  
 donated to assist with the maintenance of the churchyard. All were in favour 
 

10. Correspondence received for circulation.  
 The following correspondence would be circulated. 
 10.1 Realise futures. 
 10.2 Royal British Legion. 
 10.3 Norfolk Police PCSO funding. 
 10.4 Norfolk Link December 2014. 
 10.5 Clerks and Councils Direct January 2015. 
 10.6 Code of Transparency for Smaller Authorities. 
 
11. Matters for the Next Meeting. 
 11.1 Code of Transparency for Smaller Authorities. 
 
 
12. Date of the Next Meeting. 
 This was confirmed as Tuesday 24 February 2015 at 7.30p.m. to be held at Beeston  
 Village Hall.  
  
 
 
The meeting closed at 2049.  


